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Amendments to the Drawings: 

Figures 1 and 2 were labeled "Prior Art" as suggested by the Examiner. The attached 2 sheets of 
drawings, containing Figures 1 and 2, replace the originally filed Figures 1 and 2. 



Attachment: 2 Replacement sheets 
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REMARKS 

The claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by DURRANT 
(U.S. Patent Publication 2003/0028746). Independent claims 1 and 8 are amended to more fully 
distinguish over the prior art of record. Claim 3 is amended to provide proper antecedent basis. 
New claims 16 to 18 have been added, the support of which can be found, for example, at 
paragraph [0019] of the Specification. Also, new claims 15, 19 and 20 have been added. 
Support for these claims can be found in paragraphs [0014] to [0016]. Reconsideration of the 
rejection in view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks is respectfully 
solicited. 

Independent claim 1 includes a number of elements that are not shown or suggested by 
DURRANT. First, claim 1 recites the operation of determining whether the write to a memory is 
directed to a memory space to be shadowed. The Examiner argues that DURRANT teaches this 
element through its use of any one of four states of a write option ("WO") field. DURRANT 
uses the WO field to cause a write to either a primary memory or a secondary memory, or both, 
or neither. As such, the bits in the WO field specify whether a particular memory will receive a 
write. But DURRANT fails to teach or suggest that the WO field designates any portion of the 
primary or secondary . memory "as memory space to be shadowed," or whether a write is directed 
to any such portion. Thus, DURRANT cannot be said to determine whether a write operation is 
performed in connection with a specific destination that is designated as being in "a memory 
space to be shadowed." Thus, the cited reference fails to show or suggest the claimed element. 

Independent claim 1 also recites cloning a write when a write to a memory space to be 
shadowed is detected. The Examiner asserts that DURRANT teaches this element through a 
response to a replication instruction that gives rise to both a first translation and a second 
translation for a given processor address, as set forth in paragraph [0015] of DURRANT. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the cloning of a write is different than "translation," as set 
forth in DURRANT. Regardless, DURRANT performs writes irrespective of the different uses 
and/or destinations of the data written. To make this distinction clearly, Applicants have 
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amended claim 1 to recite the element of "identifying data for the write as data used by multiple 
processors," which is neither taught nor suggested by DURRANT. 

Claims depending on claim 1 include additional novel and nonobvious subject matter. 
For example, amended claim 3 recites translating an address of the shadowed region of the 
memory to an address in the main memory. By contrast, DURRANT restricts its teachings to the 
translation of processor addresses. See e.g., The Abstract ("A computer system includes 
v memory and at least a first processor that includes a memory management unit. The memory 

management unit includes a translation table having a plurality of translation table entries for 
translating processor addresses to memory addresses . The translation table entries provide first 
and second memory address translations for a processor address ") (emphasis added); see also 
paragraph [0126] ("Each of the processors [] includes a memory management unit 28 that 
converts between a ddresses generated in processor space (hereinafter processor addresses) by the 
processor connected thereto and addresses in memory space (hereinafter memory addresses).") 
(emphasis added). As such, DURRANT fails to either teach or suggest the claimed element of 
"translating an address of . . . the memory." Note that this argument for patentability of claim 3 
is applicable — at least in part — to other dependent claims 5,10, and 1 1 . 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, claim 1 should be in a condition for 
allowance. Claims 2-3 and new claims 16-18 are dependent upon claim 1 and therefore should 
also be in a condition for allowance. Claim 8 is amended to include a similar element that has 
been added to claim 1. Further, arguments for patentability of claim 1 are also applicable to 
amended claim 8. For example, DURRANT fails to teach or suggest "detecting that the region 
of local memory ... is a region to be shadowed." Accordingly, claim 8 and its dependent claims 
9-11 should also be in a condition for allowance. 

Independent claim 4 includes a number of elements that are not shown or suggested by 
DURRANT. For example, claim 4 recites the operation of identifying the region of the local 
memory as a region for shadowing. The Examiner argues that DURRANT teaches this element 
through the use of a bit in its write option ("WO") field. Specifically, the Examiner implies that 
that by placing a WO field bit in a particular state, a corresponding region of local memory will 
be identified "as a region for shadowing." But DURRANT teaches that a bit in its WO field only 
causes a write to occur or not occur for either a primary memory or a secondary memory. As 
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such, the bits in the WO field cannot be said to identify a region for shadowing. To make this 
distinction clearly, Applicants have amended claim 4 to recite the designation of data written into 
the region as data being used by multiple processors, which includes the second processor. 
Support for this amendment can be found, for example, in paragraph [0014]. DURRANT neither 
teaches nor suggests such a designation. 

Dependent claim 15 includes additional novel and nonobvious subject matter not found in 
claim 4. For example, new claim 15 recites performing a single translation of an address in local 
memory to a single translated address in system memory. By contrast, DURRANT requires 
multiple address translations. See eig., the Title ("MULTIPLE ADDRESS TRANSLATIONS"); 
paragraph [0009] ("at least a first memory address translation and a second , different, memory 
address translation ") (emphasis added), paragraph [0010] ("a memory management unit 
providing multiple translations for a given processor generated address") (emphasis added); and 
paragraph [0095] ("The dual ph vsical addr ess translations can be put to good effect in an 
embodiment [in which] . . . writes cause data to be stored using both physical addresses") 
(emphasis added). Note that the multiple address translations apparently occur regardless of the 
state of the WO field. See paragraph [0095] ("[A] number of options can be envisaged for 
controlling the behavior of a memory management unit given the presence of dual translations 
and the encoding [] the write options as in [] WO field . . . ."") (emphasis added). Therefore, 
DURRANT discloses only multiple translations. To make this distinction clearly, Applicants 
added claim 15 to recite the translation into a "single translated address," which is neither taught 
nor suggested by DURRANT. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, claim 4 should be in a condition for 
allowance. Claims 5-7 and new claims 15 and 19-20 are dependent upon amended claim 4 and 
therefore should also be in a condition for allowance. Claims 12 and 14 are amended to include 
some equivalent elements added to claim 4. Further, arguments for patentability of claim 4 are 
also applicable to amended claims 12 and 14. Accordingly, claim 4 and its dependent claims 5- 
7, 15 and 19-20 should also be in a condition for allowance, as should independent claims 12 and 
14 and dependent claim 13. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the 
application is now in condition for allowance. The Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned if there are any residual issues that can be resolved through a telephone call. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any appropriate fees to Deposit 
Account No. 03-3117. 



Respectfully submitted, 



ATTN: Patent Group 
Five Palo Alto Square 
3000 El Camino Real 



Dated: May 12, 2006 




By: 




Reg. No. 48,861 



Palo Alto, C A 94306-2155 



Tel: (650) 843-5000 
Fax: (650) 857-0663 
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